United* States District Court 
District of Columbia 
Washington, D.C. 20001 . 


C 


in re: Ray v. F.3.I 


June 2 5, 


( 



Dear Sir: 


filed 

JUL 2 7 1373 


JAMES £ DAVEY, Clark 


In reference to the aabove titled case, initially an F.O.I. 
request by Plaintiff for certain records pertaining to the 
Dr. Martin Luther King jr. case, since the plaintiff is acting 
pro se, and in order to expediate the matter assuming the 
government is acting in good faith in the matter of providing 
plaintiff with the material in controversy, the plaintiff 
respectfully makes the following suggestion: 


censored & withheld material in controversy for an in-chamber 
inspection and determination as to whether the release of withheld 
segments of said material would be inappropriate under the exceptions 
in the F.O.I. Act, or for national security. 


to the material in controversy: What plaintiff has requested from 
the F.B.I. are bureau investigative reports delineating where 
plaintiff was located during the period commencing March 30th 1965 
and terminating April 2nd 1968, e.g., name of Motels, if any, 
plaintiff lodged in on said dates. 

It would make no difference whether the F.B.I. gathered 
this information in 1978, when plaintiff's representatives 
commenced investigating the matter Z< the F.B.I. intruded therein or, 
the original F.B.I. 1968 investigation into said locations. Plaintiff 
specifically refers to the F.B.I. 1963 investigation because if the 


That the F.B.I. provide the court with all of the 


Further, in order that there be no misunderstanding as 


■ 


- 1 - 


F.B.I. in the instant suit is merely required to divulge 
their 19 78 investigation it could in effect provide the bureau 
v:ith deni ability if in the future the true location of plaintif. 
during the aforementioned period is determined to be other than 
what the F.B.I. now contends* 

In addition, evidently it is standard procedure for 
the F.B.I. to canvas Motels over a wide area seeking susnect(s) 
when ever a serious crime is committed that provides the bureau 
with jurisdiction. Accordingly there would appear to be no 
question in the F.B.I. investigation of the King case but what 
the bureau ( after learning Plaintiff was a suspect in April 19 SS 
and was in Birmingham, Alabama, on March JO, 1965, and there- 
after traveled under the n — e, Uric Galt, in a Mustang Autonoble 
to Memphis, Tennessee, arriving there April 2, 19 S 8 ), did 
interview all Motel owners/rnanagers situated on route 72, the 
main highway between Birmingham and Memphis. 

The importance of the ratter ij. controversy is that both 
the F.B.I. and a ’’Select Committee of the United States House of 
Representatives" investigating the Martin Luther King jr. homici 
have publicly contended plaintiff was in Atlanta, Georgia, on 
April 1, 1963, and thereafter followed Dr. King to Memphis, 
Tennessee, after he (King), announced on April 1, 1968 , his 
intention to travel to Memphis, Tennessee. The Plaintiff denies 

the State of Mississippi on said date* 


cc: U.S. Atty Gen* 
U.S. Atty, D.C. 

F.B.I. 








Respectfully submitted: 


